REMARKS 



Applicants thank Examiner Safavi for the analysis set forth in the Office Action. Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration of the application and allowance of the claims in view of the 
following remarks. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 and Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the applicant regards as the 
invention. Claims 1-4 and 5 have also been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated by 
applicants' earlier Canadian Patent Application '515. These objections are tied together as the 
wording in the present patent application is an attempt to explain modifications that had to be made 
to the invention in the Canadian '515 patent when failures were experienced in high winds. In the 
analysis which follows, applicants will review the changes and endeavor to refine the claim wording 
to address the Examiner's concerns. 
Loss of Wings 

The Examiner is asked to review Figure 3 of the '5 1 5 patent reference to review the old wing 
design. The Examiner will note first "C" channel connector 24 and second "C" channel connector 
30 in back-to-back relation and that the radiused bottom edge of each "C" channel connector is 
visible. The Examiner will also note the manner in which anchoring wings 42 extend outwardly 
from each of these "C M channel connectors. As described on page 1 of the present application, 
commencing at line 34 and continuing onto page 2 5 in high winds anchoring wings 42 would slap 
violently against the scaffolding. A crack would form where wings 42 joined the "C" channel 
connectors, and the wings would be lost. 

The Examiner is now asked to examine Figure 3 of the present application for comparison 
purposes. Additional material was added to the bottom of the wings. The radiused bottom edge of 
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each of the "C" channel connectors is no longer visible as it was with the '515 patent, because the 
wings have been thickened and extended underneath the "C" channel connectors to what in the 
claim has been called the "vertical plane". The vertical plane is the dividing line between the 
back-to-back "C" channel connectors. In the Office Action, the Examiner indicated that "it is not 
seen how the anchoring wings underlie the elongate body". It is respectfully submitted that in 
comparison with the '515 patent, the under-surface of the wings does extend under the elongate 
body. Applicants have amended the claim to further emphasize this vital difference and address the 
concerns raised by the Examiner. 

In particular, independent Claims 1 and 7 have been amended to state " the second connector 
being in back to back relation with the first connector defining a vertical plane." This relationship 
can be observed in Figure 2, with the vertical plane being identified by reference numeral 46. 

Independent Claims 1 and 7 have also been amended to describe the first anchoring wing 
as "underlying the first connector" , with " an under-surface of the first anchoring wing extending 
under the first connector and merging into the vertical plane". This relationship can be observed 
in Figure 3. 

The Examiner has questioned whether the anchoring wings are truly "made of a thicker 
polymer plastic than the first connector and the second connector". In the '515 patent, the wings and 
the connectors were made the same thickness. With the present invention, the thickness of the 
connectors stayed the same, while additional material was added to both the top and the underside 
of the wings. The material added to the top of the wings was in the form of a reinforcing ridge 58 to 
stop the ties from pulling through the wings, as described on page 1 at line 31. The material added 
to the underside of the wings has already been discussed. 

It is respectfully submitted that once the objection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 is addressed to the 
Examiner's satisfaction, the objection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 should be withdrawn. In terms of 
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anticipation and obviousness, the description set forth in the Background of the Invention on page 2 
between lines 4 and 16, clearly indicates the need for, and hence the patentability of, the invention 
over the '515 reference. Of course, there remain further prior art rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103, 
which are addressed below. 
Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1 and 3-5 presently stand rejected as being unpatentable over Huddle '244. 

As the undersigned attorney understands the Examiner's analysis, the lower lip 10 forming 
the "C" channel as best shown in Figure 5a is interpreted as an anchoring wing where it extends past 
the body in Figure 5, in which case, lower lip 10 of the "C" channel could be interpreted as falling 
within the language of the claims. Applicants respectfully submit, however, that this lower lip 
should be interpreted as being merely a portion of the "C" channel and not a wing. In the present 
application, if those portions identified as "wings" were removed, the "C" channel connector would 
remain. In contrast, if the "wings" 10 of the Huddle '244 reference were removed, the connector 
would cease to function. Applicants have addressed this interpretation by amending Claims 1 and 7 
to reinforce the anchoring function that that wings perform, by specifying that the anchoring wings 
protrude sufficiently " to expose openings through the anchoring wing adapted to receive fasteners 
whereby the elongate body is anchored to scaffolding" . It is respectfully submitted that the "wings" 
of Huddle '244, in accordance with the Examiner's analysis, would be incapable of performing this 
anchoring function. If one were to drill holes through the "wings" of Huddle '244 and attempt to 
insert fasteners, the fasteners would unavoidably interfere with the operation of the "C" channel 
connectors. Insofar as Claim 7 is concerned, the claim states "the first anchoring wing and the 
second anchoring wing being angled outwardly and downwardly from the elongate body to define a 
concave engagement surface". This feature is not observed in the Huddle '244 reference. 
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There are further rejections based upon combinations which involve either the Huddle 
744 or Canadian '515 references combined with the teachings of Mooney, Ikeda, and 
Hatziathanasiou. In view of the above, applicants raise no issue with the Examiner's 
interpretation of the teachings of the Mooney, Ikeda and Hatziathanasiou references. It is 
respectfully submitted, however, that applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 7 to 
distinguish over both the Huddle '244 and the Canadian '515 reference as set forth in the 
arguments above. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and arguments, it is respectfully submitted that the 
present application is now in condition for allowance. Applicants, therefore, request reconsideration 
and issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the U.S. Postal Service in a sealed 
envelope as first class mail with postage thereon fully prepaid and addressed to Mail Stop Amendment, 
Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, on the below date. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CHRISTENSEN O'CONNOR 
JOHNSON KINDNESS PLLC 




Kevan L. Morgan 
Registration No. 42,015 
Direct Dial No. 206.695. 1 7 12 
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